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‘American Arbitration Association, on behalf of Verizon — New York, direct testimony

regarding events in telecommunications markets affecting employment. February 2003.

American Arbitration Association (Case No: 50-T-180-00458-02), Global Crossing USA,
Inc. v. Softbank Corp., on behalf of Softbank Corp., damage calculations regarding
undersea optical fiber capacity. Direct and Supplemental direct testimonies filed July
2003.

New York Public Service Commission, (Case 02-C-1425), on behalf of Verizon New York,
forecasts of incremental hot cut demand (panel testimony), filed October 24,2003.

Supreme Court of the State of New York, Application of Nextel Partners, Inc. and Nextel
Partners Operating Corp. for a Preliminary Injunction in Aid of Arbitration, (Index No.
05/109264) Affidavit on behalf of Nextel Communications, Inc. and Nextel WIP Corp.,
July 25, 2005.

International Institute for Conflict Prevention and Resolution, New York, (CPR No. G-05-
33H), Supplemental Declaration on behalf of Nextel Communications, Inc. and Nextel WIP
Corp., August 19, 2005.

North Carolina

North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket No. P-7, Sub 825; P-10, Sub 479) on behalf
of Carolina Telephone and Telegraph Company and Central Telephone Company, direct
and rebuttal testimony regarding price cap regulation for small telephone companies,
February 9, 1996.

North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket No. P-55, Sub1022) on behalf of BellSouth

Long Distance, Inc.: direct testimony regarding the likely economic benefits to consumers

in North Carolina from entry by BeliSouth into the interLATA long distance market. Filed
August 5, 1997. Rebuttal testimony filed September 15, 1997.

North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket No. P-160, SUB 133d), on behalf of
BeliSouth Telecommunications: direct testimony on the proper economic basis for
determining costs and prices of interconnection, unbundled network elements, and
operating support systems. Filed December 15, 1997. Rebuttal filed March 9, 1998.

North Carolina Utilities Commission (Docket No. P-100, SUB 133g), on behalf of
BellSouth Telecommunications: direct testimony on appropriate economic principles for

‘sizing the state universal service fund. Filed February 16, 1998. Rebuttal filed April 13,

1998.

North Carolina Utilities Commission, In re: Petition for Arbitration of ITC"DELTACOM
Communications, Inc., with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Pursuant to the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, (Docket No. P-500, Sub 10), testimony regarding
economic interconnection issues, filed July 9, 1999,
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North Carolina Utilities Commission, In the Matter of Bell South Telecommunications, Inc.,
Complainant vs. US LEC of North Carolina, Respondent, (Docket No. P-561, Sub 10),
rebuttal testimony regarding economic efficiency and reciprocal compensation. Filed July
30, 1999.

North Carolina Utilities Commission {Docket No. P-100, SUB 133k), on behalf of
BellSouth Telecommunications: rebuttal testimony regarding properties of a service quality
performance assurance plan. Filed May 21, 2001.

North Carolina Utilities Commission {Docket No. P-55, SUB 1022), on behalf of BellSouth
Telecommunications: rebuttal testimony regarding status of local competition in North
Carolina. Filed October 8, 2001.

North Dakota

North Dakota Public Service Commission, on behalf of US WEST Communications,
rebuttal testimony in support of US WEST’s filing for a residential basic local service rate
increase, filed May 30, 2000.

Ohio

The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (Case No. 94-1695-TP-ACE) on behalf of
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company: economic analysis of terms and conditions for
efficient local competition. Filed May 24, 1995.

The Public Utility Commission of Ohio (Case No. 96-899-TP-ALT) on behalf of Cincinnati
Bell Telephone Company: direct testimony regarding CBT’s proposed rate rebalancing and
price regulation plan. Filed February 19, 1997.

The Public Utility Commission of Ohio (Case No. 97-152-TP-ARB), on behalf of
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company: direct testimony regarding the application of MCl
Telecommunications Corporation Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252 (b) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. Filed April 2, 1997.

The Public Utility Commission of Ohio (Docket No. 98-1398-TP-AMT), on behalf of Bell
Atlantic and GTE, rebuttal testimony concerning economic effects of the proposed merger
of Bell Atlantic and GTE. Filed June 16, 1999, substitute rebuttal testimony filed October
12, 1999.

The Public Utility Commission of Ohio (Case No. 05-0497-TP-ACO), on behalf of Verizon
Communications, Inc., Direct Testimony regarding the effects of the proposed Verizon-
MCI merger. Filed July 18, 2005. Rebuttal testimony filed September 8, 2005.
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Oregon

Oregon Public Utility Commussion (ARB 154) on behalf of US WEST Communications,
direct testimony regarding intercarrier compensation for ISP-bound traffic, November |,
1999, rebuttal testimony filed November 5, 1999.

Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, (Docket No. P-009350715), on behalf of Bell
Atlantic: a study of inflation offsets in a proposed price regulation plan. Filed October 1,
1993. Rebuttal testimony filed January 18, 1994,

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, (Docket No. 1-940034) on behalf of Belt Atlantic:
issues regarding proposed presubscription for intraLATA toll traffic. Filed as part of panel
testimony, December 8, 1994. Reply testimony filed February 23, 1995. Surrebuttal
testimony filed March 16, 1995.

US WATS v. AT&T: Retained by counsel for US WATS, a reseller of AT&T long distance
services, plaintiff in an antitrust suit alleging monopolization and conspiracy in business
long distance markets. Antitrust liability and damages. Confidential Report, August 22,
1995. Depositions September 30, October 1, October 12, December 3, 1995. Testimony
October 18-20, 25-27, 30, 1995. Rebuttal testimony December 4, December 11, 1995.

. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket Nos. A-310203F0002, A-310213F0002,

A-310236F0002 and A-310258F0002), on behalf of Bell Atlantic - Pennsylvania: rebuttal
testimony to evaluate costing and pricing principles and cost models. Filed March 21,
1996.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission {Docket No. P-00961024), on behalf of
Commonwealth Telephone Company: economic appraisal of a price cap regulation
proposal, Direct testimony filed April 15, 1996. Rebuttal testimony filed July 19, 1996.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. R—00963550), on behalf of Beli
Atlantic - Pennsylvania: economic consequences of rate rebalancing, Direct testimony filed
April 26, 1996. Rebuttal testimony filed July 5, 1996.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. R-963550 C0006), on behalf of Bell
Atlantic - Pennsylvania: economic consequences of rate rebalancing, Direct testimony filed
August 30, 1996.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. A-310258F0002 - Interconnection
Arbitration, Eastern Telelogic Corporation/Bell Atlantic) on behalf of Bell Atlantic-
Pennsylvania, direct and rebuttal testimony on economic costs of interconnection and
unbundled network elements, September 23, 1996.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, on behalf of Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania,
statement regarding costs and benefits from Bell Atlantic entry into interLATA
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telecommunications markets. Filed February 10, 1997. Rebuttal testimony filed March 21,
1997.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. 1-00960066), on behalf of Bell
Atlantic: direct testimony providing an economic framework for the intrastate carrier
switched access rates charged by Bell Atlantic. Filed June 30, 1997. Rebuttal testimony
filed July 29, 1997. Surrebutial testimony filed August 27, 1997.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. 1-00940035), on behalf of Bell
Atlantic: direct testimony regarding the relationship between access charge reform and

universal service funding. Filed October 22, 1997.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. P-00971307), on behalf of Bell
Atlantic: direct testimony concerning the classification of Bell Atlantic’s business services
in Pennsylvania as competitive and the calculation of an imputation price floor for those
services. Filed February 11, 1998. Rebuttal filed February 18, 1998.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. P-00981410), on behalf of The
United Telephone Company of Pennsylvania: direct testimony regarding role of
productivity offset in a price cap plan, filed October 16, 1998. Rebuttal testimony filed
February 4, 1999.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, on behalf of Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania: A report
entitled “Promises Fulfilled; Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania’s Infrastructure Development.”
Filed January 15, 1999 (with Charles 1. Zarkadas, Agustin J. Ros, and Jaime C. d’Almeida).

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket Nos. A-310200F0002, A-311350F0002,
A-310222F0002, A-310291F0003), on behalf of Bell Atlantic Corporation and GTE
Corporation, rebuttal testimony regarding economic issues raised in the proposed merger of
Bell Atlantic and GTE. Filed April 22, 1999.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. A-310630F0002), on behalf of Bell
Atlantic, direct testimony regarding the measurement of economic costs of ISP-bound
traffic and economic issues concerning intercarrier compensation for such traffic. Filed
April 14, 2000. Rebuttal testimony filed April 21, 2000.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, (Docket No. M-00001435) on behalf of Verizon-

‘Pennsylvania, Inc.: affidavit regarding the public interest benefits of Verizon entry into

interLATA services. Filed January 8, 2001.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. P-00981449), on behalf of Verizon
North, testimony regarding parameters in a Chapter 30 price cap plan. Filed October 31,
2000. Rebuttal testimony filed February 20, 2001.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, (Docket No. P-00032020), on behalf of
Commonwealth Telephone Company. Affidavit regarding exogenous events in price cap
plans. Filed February 3, 2003.
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Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, (Docket No. P-00930715F0002), on behalf of
Verizon — Pennsylvania. Rebuttal testimony regarding broadband development and
productivity growth in the context of a price cap plan. Filed February 4, 2003.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission on behalf of Verizon-PA Inc. and Verizon North
Inc., surrebuttal testimony (proprietary) to support Verizon-PA rate rebalancing plan. Filed
August 4, 2003.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. P-00951005) on behalf of the
Frontier Companies, testimony regarding a price regulation plan. November 7, 2003.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket No. [-00030099) on behalf of Verizon
Pennsylvania, rebuttal testimony regarding geographic market definition for unbundled
network elements. January 20, 2004.

Pennsylvama Public Utility Commission (Docket No. M-0031754) on behalf of Verizon
Pennsylvama, declaration regarding forecasts of incremental hot cuts. Filed January 28,
2004.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Docket Nos. A-310580F9, A-310401F6, A-310407F3, A-
312025F5, A-310752F6, A-310364F3) on behalf of Verizon Communications, Inc. and MCI, Inc.,
direct testimony regarding economic effects of the proposed merger. Filed July 1, 2005. Rebuttal
testimony filed August 12, 2005.

Rhode Island

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 1997) on behalf of New England
Telephone & Telegraph Company, “Rhode Island Price Regulation Plan,” analysis of
proposed price reguiation plan and evidence of the effects of incentive regulation on prices
and infrastructure development. Filed September 30, 1991.

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission on behalf of NYNEX (Docket No. 2252),
testimony addressing the economic conditions under which competition in the local
exchange and intraLATA markets will bring benefits to customers. Direct testimony,
November 17, 1995.

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 2370), on behalf of New England
Telephone and Telegraph Company, D/B/A NYNEX: economic review and revision of the
Rhode Island price cap plan. Direct testimony, February 23, 1996. Rebuttal testimony filed
June 25, 1996.

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission, on behalf of Bell Atlantic — Rhode Island: direct
testimony discussing basic economic principles regarding costs and prices of
interconnection and unbundled network elements. Filed November 25, 1997,

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 2681), on behalf of Bell Atlantic-
Rhode Island: rebuttal testimony regarding costs for OSSs, filed September 18, 1998.
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Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 2681), on behalf of Bell Atlantic:
rebuttal testimony regarding entry into the local services telecommunications market. Filed
January 15, 1999.

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 2681), on behalf of Bell Atlantic
Rhode Island, direct testimony regarding incremental costs and switched access rates. Filed
October 22, 1999. '

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 2681), on behalf of Verizon Rhode
Island, direct testimony regarding incremental costs and switched access rates. Filed May 1,
2002,

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. 3179), on behalf of Verizon Rhode
Island, direct testimony regarding alternative regulation. Filed July 1, 2002. Rebuttal
Testimony filed October 22, 2003.

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission on behalf of Verizon Rhode Island, Direct
Testimony regarding forecasts of incremental hot cut demand, filed December 8, 2003.

South Carolina

South Carolina Public Service Commission, on behalf of BellSouth Long Distance, Inc.,
{Docket No. 97-101-C) : direct testimony regarding the probable economic benefits to
consumers in South Carolina from entry by BeilSouth into the interL ATA long distance
market. Filed Aprit 1, 1997. Rebuttal testimony filed June 30, 1997.

South Carolina Public Service Commission (Docket No. 97-374-C), on behalf of BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc.: rebuttal testimony conceming general economic principles for
the pricing and costing of interconnection and vnbundled network elements. Filed
November 25, 1997.

South Carolina Public Service Commission (Docket No. 97-124-C), on behalf of BeliSouth
Telecommunications, Inc.: rebuttal testimony concerning economic principles for pricing
interconnection services supplied to payphone providers. Filed December 7, 1998.

South Carolina Public Service Commission, In re: Petition for Arbitration of
ITCMDELTACOM Communications, Inc., with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.,
Pursuant to the Telecommunications Act of 1996, (Docket No1999-259-C), on behalf of
BellSouth Telecommunications, testimony regarding economic interconnection issues.
Filted August 25, 1999,

South Carolina Public Service Commission (Docket No. 2001-209-C), on behalf of
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.: economic aspects of BellSouth’s application to
provide long distance services in South Carolina. Rebuttal testimony filed July 16, 2001.
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South Carolina Public Service Commission (Docket No. 2001-209-C), on behalf of
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.. Direct testimony regarding statistical issues in
performance penalty plans, filed March 5, 2003.

Public Service Commission of South Carolina, Docket Nos. 2002-367-C and 2002-408-C
on behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.. Economic interpretation of “abuse of
market position” and “inflation-based index” in legislation. Direct testimony filed July 23,
2003, Responsive testimony filed July 30, 2003.

Tennessee

Tennessee Public Service Commission (/n re: The Promulgation of Agency Statements of
General Applicability to Telephone Companies That Prescribe New Policies and
Procedures for Therr Regulation) on behalf of South Central Bell Telephone Company:
theoretical analysis and appraisal of the proposed Tennessee Regulatory Reform Plan.
Filed February 20, 1991.

Tennessee Public Service Commission (Docket No. 95-02499) on behalf of BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a BellSouth Telephone Company, testimony addressing the
definition and measurement of the cost of supplying universal service. (Direct testimony
filed October 20, 1995. Rebuttal testimony filed October 25, 1995). Additional testimony
regarding economic principles underlying the creation of a competitively-neutral universal
service fund: direct testimony filed October 30, 1995. Rebuttal testimony filed November
3, 1995.

Tennessee Public Service Commission (In re: The Avoidable Costs of Providing Bundled

‘Services for Resale by Local Exchange Telephone Companies) on behalf of BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc. (Docket No. 96-00067): economic costing and pricing principles
for resold and unbundled services. May 24, 1996. Refiled with the Tennessee Regulatory
Authority (Docket No. 96-00067), August 23, 1996.

Tennessee Regulatory Authority (in re: The Avoidable Costs of Providing Bundled
Services for Resale by Local Exchange Telephone Companies) on behalf of BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. (Docket No. 96-01331): economic costing and pricing principles
for resold and unbundled services. Filed September 10, 1996. Rebuttal testimony filed

September 20, 1996.

Tennessee Regulatory Authority (In re: Petition to Convene a Contested Case Proceeding
to Establish “Permanent Prices” for Interconnection and Unbundled Network Elements) on
behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (Docket No. 97-01262): rebuttal testimony
regarding costing principles on which to base prices of unbundled network elements. Filed
October 17, 1997.

Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Docket No. 97-00888), on behalf of BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc.: direct testimony regarding appropriate economic principles for
sizing the state universal service fund, Filed April 3, 1998. Rebuttal filed April 9, 1998.
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Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Docket No. 99-00377), on behalf of BellSouth
Telecommunications, direct testimony regarding intercarrier compensation for Internet-
bound traffic in Arbitration with ICG Telecom Group, filed October 15, 1999. Rebuttal
testimony filed October 25, 1999,

Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Docket No. 99-00430), on behalf of BellSouth
Telecommunications, direct testimony regarding intercarrier compensation for Internet-
bound traffic in Arbitration with ITC-DeltaCom, filed October 15, 1999. Rebuttal
testimony filed October 25, 1999,

Tennessee Regulatory Authority, (Docket No. 97-00409), on behalf of BellSouth
Telecommunications, rebuttal testimony regarding efficient pricing for pay telephone
services. Filed October 6, 2000.

Tennessee Regulatory Authority, (Docket No. 01-00193), on behalf of BellSouth
Telecommunications: rebuttal testimony regarding performance measurements and self-
effectuating penalties. Filed August 10, 2001.

Texas

Darren B. Swain, Inc. d/b/a U.S. Communications v. AT&T Corp., United States District
Court for the Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division, Civil Action 394CV-1088D:
Retained by counsel for U.S. Communications, a reseller of AT&T long distance services,
plaintiff in an antitrust suit alleging monopolization in inbound business long distance
markets. Antitrust liability and damages. Confidential Report, November 17, 1995.

Public Utility Commission of Texas (Docket No. 8585) on behalf of Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company: analysis of Texas intrastate switched access charges and bypass of
switched access. Filed December 18, 1989,

Texas Public Utility Commission (Docket No. 21982), on behalf of Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company, direct testimony regarding CLEC's rate for transport and termination
of ISP-bound traffic. Filed March 13, 2000. Rebuttal testimony filed March 31, 2000.

Texas Public Utility Commission {Docket No. 28607), on behalf of SBC Texas. Direct
testimony regarding geographic market definition for local telephone service. Filed
February 9, 2004. Rebuttal testimony filed March 19, 2004.

Utah

Utah Public Service Commission (Docket No. 99-049-41), on behalf of US West
Communications, Inc., rebuttal testimony regarding the effects of the proposed Qwest-US
West merger on economic welfare. Filed February 28, 2000.

Utah Public Service Commission (Docket No. 00-999-05), on behalf of Qwest Corporation,
direct testimony regarding intercarrier compensation for Internet-bound traffic. Filed
February 2, 2001. Rebuttal testimony filed March 9, 2001.
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'Utah Public Service Commission on behalf of Qwest Corporation, direct testimony

regarding productivity offsets in a price cap plan. Filed October 5, 2001. Rebuttal
testimony filed November 22, 2001.

Vermont

Vemmont Public Service Board, Petition for Price Regulation Plan of New England
Telephone on behalf of New England Telephone Company, Dockets 5700/5702: analysis of
appropriate parameters for a price regulation plan. Filed September 30, 1993. Rebuital
testimony filed July 5, 1994.

Vermont Public Service Board, (Open Network Architecture Docket No. 5713) on behalf of
New England Telephone Company, economic principles for local competition,
interconnection and unbundling, direct testimony filed June 7, 1995. Rebuttal testimony
filed July 12, 1995.

Vermont Public Service Board (Docket No. 5713), on behalf of Bell Atlantic — Vermont,
direct testimony regarding economic principles for setting prices and estimating costs for
interconnection. Filed July 31, 1997. Rebuttal testimony filed January 9, 1998. ,
Surrebuttal testimony filed February 26, 1998. Supplemental rebuttal testimony filed March
4, 1998.

Vermont Public Service Board (Docket No. 5900) on behalf of NYNEX, testimony
regarding the economic effects of the proposed merger between Bell Atlantic and NYNEX.
Filed September 6, 1996.

Vermont Public Service Board (Docket no. 6000}, on behalf of Bell Atlantic: direct
testimony examining the likely benefits from adopting a price regulation plan. Filed
January 19, 1998.

Vermont Public Service Board (Docket No. 6077), on behalf of Bell Atlantic-Vermont:
rebuttal testimony regarding application of imputation standard, filed November 4, 1998.

Vermont Public Service Board (Docket No. 6167), on behalf of Bell Atlantic, rebuttal
testimony regarding reduction of access charges & pricing of new services. Filed May 20,
1999. Supplemental testimony filed May 27, 1999.

Virginia

Affidavit to the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia (Alexandria
Division) on behalf of United States Telephone Association, United States Telephone
Association, et al., v. Federal Communications Commission, et al., (Civil Action No. 95-
533-A) regarding the Section 214 process for local exchange companies providing cable
television services. Filed October 30, 1995, (with A.E. Kahn).
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State Corporation Commission of Virginia (Case No. PUC 950067) on behalf of Bell
Atlantic - Virginia, Inc., rebuttal testimony concerning economic standards for the
classification of services as competitive for regulatory purposes, January 11, 1996.

State Corporation Commission of Virginia, on behalf of Bell Atlantic-Virginia, (Case No.
PUC960), direct testimony regarding costing and pricing of interconnection and unbundled
network elements. Filed December 20 ,1996. Rebuttal testimony filed June 10, 1997 (Case
No. PUC970005).

State Corporation Commission of Virginia In re: Joint Petition of Bell Atlantic Corporation
and GTE Corporation for approval of agreement and plan of merger, economic effects of
the proposed merger of Bell Atlantic and GTE. File May 28, 1999, rebuttal testimony filed
October 8, 1999.

Virginia State Corporation Commission, {Case No. PUC000079) on behalf of Bell Atlantic-
Virginia, direct testimony regarding intercarrier compensation for Internet-bound traffic in
arbitration with Focal Communications Group. Filed April 25, 2000.

'Virginia State Corporation Commission, (Case No. PUC 000003) on behalf of Bell

Atlantic-Virginia, direct testimony regarding efficient pricing of carrier access charges.
Filed May 30, 2000.

State Corporation Commission of Virginia (Case No. PUC-2003-00091) on behalf of
Verizon - Virginia, Inc.. Affidavit concerning pricing of carrier access charges. Filed
March 31, 2004.

State Corporation Commission of Virginia (Case No. PUC-2004-) on behalf of Verizon -

Virginia, Inc.. Affidavit concerning alternative regulation of telecommunications services.

Filed July 9, 2004. Reply Affidavit filed October 29, 2004.

State Corporation Commission of Virginia (Case No. PUC-2005-00051) Statement
regarding the effects of the proposed Verizon-MCI merger. Filed August 30, 2005

Washington

Washington Public Utilities Commission (Docket No. UT-990300), on behalf of US
WEST, regarding US WEST’s interconnection arbitration with AirTouch Paging in

‘Washington. Direct testimony filed February 24, 1999; rebuttal testimony filed March 8,

1999.

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (Docket No. UT-991358), on behalf
of US West Communications, Inc., rebuttal testimony regarding the effects of the proposed
Qwest-US West merger on economic welfare. Filed February 22, 2000.

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (Docket No. UT-003006}), on b.ehalf
of US West Communications, Inc., direct testimony regarding intercarrier compensation for

internet-bound traffic. Filed April 26, 2000. Rebuttal testimony filed May 10, 2000.
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Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, In the Matter of the Petition of
QOwest Corporation for Competitive Classification of Business Services in Specified Wire
Centers, Docket No. UT-000883. Rebuttal testimony regarding economic criteria for
classification of services as competitive. Filed October 6, 2000.

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (Docket No. UT-02-11-20), on behalf
of Qwest, rebuttal testimony regarding economic aspects of the sale of Qwest Dex (Yellow
Pages). Filed April 17, 2003.

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (Docket No. UT-05-08-14), on behalf
of Verizon Communications, Inc. and MCI, Inc., direct testimony regarding economic
aspects of the proposed merger. Filed June 28, 2005. Rebuttal testimony filed October 6,
2005.

West Virginia

Public Service Commission of West Virginia (Case No. 94-1103-T-GI} on behalf of Bell
Atlantic - West Virginia: economic analysis of issues regarding proposed presubscription
for intralLATA toll traffic in West Virginia, March 24, 1995.

Public Service Commission of West Virginta (Case Nos. 96-1516-T-PC, 96-1561-T-PC,
96-1009-T-PC, and 96-1533-T-T) on behalf of Bell Atlantic - West Virginia: direct
testimony regarding costing and pricing of interconnection and unbundled network
elements. Filed February 13, 1997. Rebuttal testimony filed February 20, 1997.

Public Service Commission of West Virginia on behalf of Bell Atlantic - West Virginia:
economic analysis of issues regarding Bell Atlantic’s entry into the interLATA long
distance market. Filed March 31, 1997.

Wisconsin

Wisconsin Public Service Commission, (Docket No. 6720-TI-173) on behalf of SBC
Wisconsin, economic analysis of competition for small business customers. Filed October
31, 2003.

Wisconsin Public Service Commission, (Docket No. 05-TI-908) on behaif of SBC
Wisconsin, geographic market analysis for local exchange service. Filed February 9, 2004.

Wisconsin Public Service Commission, (Docket No. 6720-T1-196) on behaif of SBC
Wisconsin, pricing flexibility for residential local exchange service. Direct testimony filed
February 15, 2005. Rebuttal filed June 2, 2005.

Wyoming

Wyoming Public Service Commission (Docket No. 70000-TR-99), on behalf of US West
Communications, direct testimony evaluating proposed prices of non-competitive US West
services with regards to cost, pricing, competition, & regulation. Filed April 26, 1999.
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Wyoming Public Service Commission (Docket Nos. 74142-TA-99-16, 70000-TA-99-503,
74037-TA-99-8, 70034-TA-99-4, 74089-TA-99-9, 74029-TA-99-43, 74337-TA-99-2,
Record No. 5134), on behaif of US West Communications, rebuttal testimony regarding
economic issues ansing in the proposed merger between U S WEST and Qwest. Filed April
4, 2000.

Canada

351.

352.

353.

354.

355.

356.

357.

358.

359.

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission (Docket No. 1990-73)
on behalf of Bell Canada: “The Effect of Competition on U.S. Telecommunications
Performance,” (with L.J. Perl). Filed November 30, 1990.

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission (Docket No. 92-78) on
behalf of Alberta General Telephone: “Lessons for the Canadian Regulatory Structure from
the U.S. Experience with Incentive Regulation,” and “Performance Under Alternative
Forms of Regulation in the U.S. Telecommunications Industry,” (with T.J. Tardiff). Filed
April 13, 1993.

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission (Application of
Teleglobe Canada for Review of the Regulatory Framework of Teleglobe Canada Inc.): on
behalf of Teleglobe Canada, Inc., structure of a price regulation plan for the franchised
supplier of overseas telecommunications services in Canada. Filed December 21, 1994.

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, Response to
Interrogatory SRCI(CRTC) 1Nov94-906, “Economies of Scope in Telecommunications,”
on behalf of Stentor. Filed January 31, 1995.

‘Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, Implementation of

Regulatory Framework and Related Issues, Telecom Public Notices CRTC 94-52, 94-56
and 94-58, “Economic Welfare Benefits from Rate Rebalancing,” on behalf of Stentor.
Filed February 20, 1995.

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, “Imputation Test to be
Applied to Competitive Local Exchange Services,” position paper on imputation for local
exchange services filed in response to Telecom Public Notice CRTC 95-36 on behalf of
Stentor on August 18, 1995,

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, in response to CRTC
Tetecom Public Notice CRTC 96-8, “Economic Aspects of Canadian Price Cap
Regulation,” on behalf of the Stentor companies. Filed June 10, 1996.

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, in response to CRTC
Telecom Public Notice CRTC 96-8, “Economic Aspects of Price Cap Regulation for MTS
NetCom Inc.,” on behalf of MTS Net Com, Inc. Filed June 10, 1996.

Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, in response to CRTC

‘Telecom Public Notice CRTC 2000-108, “MTS Communications Inc., Recovery of 2000
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and 2001 Income Tax Expense” on behalf of MTS Communications, Inc. Oral panel
testimony, January 11, 2001.

360 Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission (Public Notice CRTC
2001-37) on behalf of Aliant Telecom Inc., Bell Canada, MTS Communications Inc., and
Saskatchewan Telecommunications: “Price Cap Review and Related Issues,” filed May 31,
2001. Rebuttal evidence filed September 20, 2001.

Federal Communications Commission
1988

361. Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 87-313) on behalf of Bell
Communications Research, Inc.: empirical analysis of price cap regulation of interstate
access service, entitled “The Impact of Federal Price Cap Regulation on Interstate Toll
Customers.” Filed March 17, 1988.

362. Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 87-313) on behalf of Bell
Communications Research, Inc.: “The Impact of the FCC Proposed Price Cap Plan on _
Interstate Consumers,” Filed August 18, 1988. Rebuttal analysis filed November 18, 1988.

1989

363. Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 87-313) on behalf of Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company, “Incentive Regulation and Estimates of Productivity,” (with J.
Rohlfs), June 9, 1989.

364. Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 87-313) on behalf of the United States
Telephone Association: “Analysis of AT&T’s Comparison of Interstate Access Charges
Under Incentive Regulation and Rate of Return Regulation.” Filed as Reply Comments
regarding the FCC's Report and Order and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
in CC Docket 87-313, August 3, 1989,

365. Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 87-313) on behalf of Southwestern Bell
"Telephone Company, “Taxes and Incentive Regulation,” filed as Exhibit 3 to the Reply
Comments of Southwestern Bell regarding the FCC’s Report and Order and Second Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket 87-313, August 3, 1989.

1990

366. Federal Communications Commission (Docket 87-313) on behalf of the United States_
Telephone Association: “Local Exchange Carrier Productivity Offsets for the FCC Price
Cap Plan,” May 3, 1990.

367. Federal Communications Commission {Docket 87-313) on behalf of the United States
Telephone Association: “Productivity Offsets for LEC Interstate Access,” June 8, 1990.
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368. Federal Communications Commission (Docket 87-313) on behalf of the United States
Telephone Association: “Interstate Access Productivity Offsets for Mid-Size Telephone
Companies,” June 8, 1990.

369. Federal Communications Commission (Docket 87-313) on behalf of the United States
Telephone Association: analysis of total factor productivity calculations, entitled
“Productivity Measurements in the Price Cap Docket,” December 21, 1990.

1991

370. Federal Communications Commission (Docket 87-313) on behalf of BellSouth
Corporation, “The Treatment of New Services under Price Cap Regulation,” (with Alfred
E. Kahn), June 12, 1991.

371. Federal Communications Commission (Docket 91-141, Expanded Interconnection with
Local Telephone Company Facilities) on behalf of Bell Atlantic, “Effects of Competitive
Entry in the U.S. Interstate Toll Markets.” August 6, 1991.

372. Federal Communications Commission (Docket 91-141, Expanded Interconnection with
Local Telephone Company Facilities) on behalf of Southwestern Bell, “Economic Effects
of the FCC’s Tentative Proposal for Interstate Access Transport Services.” Filed
September 20, 1991.

1992

373. Federal Communications Commission, (Pacific Bell Tariff F.C.C. No. 128, Transmittal No.
1579) on behalf of Pacific Bell, “The Treatment of FAS 106 Accounting Changes Under
FCC Price Cap Regulation,” (with T.J. Tardiff). Filed April 15, 1992. Reply comments
filed July 31, 1992.

374. Federal Communications Commission, (CC Docket 92-141, In the Matter of 1992 Annual
Access Tariff Filings) on behalf of Bell Atlantic, “Effects of Competitive Entry in the U.S.
Interstate Toll Markets: An Update,” filed July 10, 1992.

375. Federal Communications Commission (ET Docket 92-100) on behalf of BellSouth
Corporation, “Assigning PCS Spectrum: An Economic Analysis of Eligibility
Requirements and Licensing Mechanisms,” (with Richard Schmalensee). Filed November
9, 1992,

1993

376. Federal Communications Commission (Petition for Declaratory Ruling and Related
Waivers to Establish a New Regulatory Model for the Ameritech Region) on behalf of
Ameritech: “Price Cap Regulation and Enhanced Competition for Interstate Access
Services,” filed April 16, 1993, Reply Comments, July 12, 1993.
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'Federal Communications Commission (Amendment of Part 90 of the Commission’s Rules

to Adopt Regulations for Automatic Vehicle Monitoring Systems) PR Docket No. 93-61 on
behalf of PacTel Teletrac, "The Economics of Co-Channel Separation for Wideband Pulse
Ranging Location Monitoring Systems,"” (with R. Schmalensee). Filed June 29, 1993.

Federal Communications Commission (In the Matter of Policy and Rules Concerning Rates
for Competitive Common Carrier Services and Facilities Authorization Therefor) on behalf
of four Regional Bell Holding Companies, Affidavit “Interstate Long Distance Competition
and AT&T’s Motion for Reclassification as a Nondominant Carrier,” filed November 12,
1993, (with A.E. Kahn).

1994

379.

380.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket 94-1) on behalf of the United States
Telephone Association: “Economic Performance of the LEC Price Cap Plan,” filed as
Attachment 5 to the United States Telephone Association Comments, May 9, 1994,
“Economic Performance of the LEC Price Cap Plan: Reply Comments,” filed as
Attachment 4 to the United States Telephone Association Reply Comments, June 29, 1994.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket 94-1) on behalf of the United States
Telephone Association: “Comments on the USTA Pricing Flexibility Proposal,” filed as
Attachment 4 to the United States Telephone Association Comments, May 9, 1994, “Reply
Comments: Market Analysis and Pricing Flexibility for Interstate Access Services,” filed as
Attachment 3 to the United States Telephone Association Reply Comments, June 29, 1994
(with Richard Schmalensee).

381 Federal Communications Commission (File Nos. W-P-C 6912 and 6966) on behalf of Bell
Atlantic Corporation, affidavit supporting Section 214 applications to provide video
dialtone services, August 5, 1994,

382. Federal Communications Commission (File Nos. W-P-C 6982 and 6983) on behalf of
NYNEX: affidavit supporting Section 214 applications to provide video dialtone services in
Massachusetts and Rhode Island, September 21, 1994.

1995

383. Federal Communications Commission on behalf of Bell Atlantic Corporation, affidavit
examining cost support for Asymmetric Digital Subscriber Loop (ADSL) video dialtone
market trial. Filed February 21, 1995.

384. Federal Communications Commission on behalf of Bell Atlantic Corporation, affidavit
examining cost support for Bell Atlantic’s video dialtone tariff. Filed March 6, 1995.

385. Federal Communications Commission on behalf of the United States Telephone

Association, study entitled “Competition in the Interstate Long-Distance Markets: Recent
Evidence from AT&T Price Changes,” ex parte filing in CC Docket No. 94-1, March 16,
1995.
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Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 79-252) on behalf of Bell Atlantic,
BellSouth, SBC, and Pacific Telesis, “An Analysis of the State of Competition in Long-
Distance Telephone Markets,” study attached to ex parfe comments examining the
competitiveness of interstate long-distance telephone markets, (with J. Douglas Zona),
April 1995, -

Federal Communications Commission (File Nos. W-P-C 7074) on behalf of Southern New
England Telephone Company, affidavit supporting Section 214 applications to provide
video dialtone services, July 6, 1995.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 95-145) on behalf of Bell Atlantic
Corporation, affidavit examining economic issues raised in the investigation of Bell
Atlantic’s video dialtone taniff. Filed October 26, 1995. Supplemental Affidavit filed
December 21, 1995.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 94-1) on behalf of the United
States Telephone Association, “Economic Evaluation of Selected Issues from the Fourth
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in the LEC Price Cap Performance Review,”
Attachment C to the United States Telephone Association “Comments,” filed December 18,
1995 (with T. Tardiff and C. Zarkadas). Reply Comments filed March 1, 1996.

1996

390.

391.

392.

393.

394.

395.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 95-185) on behalf of NYNEX,
“Affidavit Concerning Interconnection Between Local Exchange Carriers and Commercial
Mobile Radio Service Providers,” filed March 4, 1996.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-45) on behalf of BellSouth
Corporation, “Comments on Universal Service,” (with Kenneth Gordon) , analysis of
proposed rules to implement the universal service requirements of the Telecommunications

Act of 1996, filed April 12, 1996,

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-46), on behalf of Bell Atlantic,
BellSouth, GTE, Lincoln, Pacific Belt and SBC Communications, Inc., ex parte affidavit on
costing principles and cross-subsidization in broadband, joint-use networks, April 26, 1996.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-98) videotaped presentation on
economic costs for interconnection, FCC Economic Open Forum, May 20, 1996.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-112), on behalf of the Southern

‘New England Telephone Company: cost allocation between telephony and broadband

services, Affidavit filed May 31, 1996.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-112), on behalf of Bell Atlantic:
reply comments concerning cost allocations between telephony and broadband services,
Affidavit filed June 12, 1996.
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Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-46), on behalf of Bell Atlantic,
BellSouth, GTE, Lincoln, Pacific and SBC, Declaration concerning the use of efficient
component pricing in open video systems. Filed July 5, 1996.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-98), on behalf of the United
States Telephone Association, Affidavit concerning technical qualities of the Staff Industry
Demand and Supply Simulation Model. Filed July 8, 1996; ex parte letters filed July 22,
1996 and July 23, 1996.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-45), on behalf of BellSouth
Corporation, commments concerning the use of proxy cost models for measuring the cost of
universal service. Filed August 9, 1996 (with Aniruddha Banerjee).

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-149), on behalf of Bell Atlantic,
Affidavit concerning safeguards for in-region supply of interexchange services by local
exchange carriers. Filed August 15, 1996.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-45), on behalf of the United
States Telephone Association, “Not the Real McCoy: A Compendium of Problems with the
Hatfield Model.” Filed October 15, 1996

Federal Communications Commission (Tracking No. 96-0221) on behalf of NYNEX and
Bell Atlantic, affidavit concerning the competitive effects of the proposed NYNEX-Bell
Atlantic merger. Filed October 23, 1996 (with Richard Schmalensee).

Affidavit to the Federal Communications Commission, on behalf of SBC Communications,
Inc., (Docket No. 96-149), regarding Commission’s proposed rules and their impact on
joint marketing. Filed November 14, 1996 (with Paul B. Vasington).

1997

403.

404.

405.

406.

Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, on behalf of the United States Telephone
Association, Remarks on Proxy Cost Models, CC Docket No. 96-45 (videotape filed in
docket). Filed January 14, 1997.

Federal Communications Commission, on behalf of Bell Atlantic: “An Analysis of
Conceptual Issues Regarding Proxy Cost Models”, a response to FCC Staff Report on
issues regarding Proxy Cost Models. Filed February 13, 1997.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-262 et. al.), statement on behalf
of United States Telephone Association, “Economic Aspects of Access Reform.” Filed on

January 29, 1997 (with Richard Schmalensee). Rebuttal filed on February 14, 1997.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket 96-262 et al.), on behalf of USTA: a
report entitled, “An Analysis of the Welfare Effects of Long Distance Market Entry by an
Integrated Access and Long Distance Provider”, ex parte filed March 7, 1997 (with Richard
Schmalensee, Doug Zona and Paul Hinton).
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Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket 96-262 et al.), on behalf of the United
States Telephone Association: a report entitled, “An Update of the FCC Short-Term
Productivity Study (1985-1995)”, ex parte filed March 1997, ‘

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-149), on behalf of Bell Atlantic,
BellSouth, NYNEX, Pacific Bell and SBC: affidavit concerning economic issues raised by
the BOC supply of interLATA services to an affiliate. Filed April 17, 1997.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket Nos. 93-193, Phase 1, Part 2, 94-65), on
behalf of Bell Atlantic: affidavit concerning allocation of earnings sharing and refunds in
the local exchange carrier price cap plan. Filed May 19, 1997,

Federal Communications Commission (File No. SCL-97-003), on behalf of ATU Long
Distance: affidavit concerning the economic effects of classifying a proposed undersea
cable between Alaska and the lower 48 states as a private carrier. Filed December 8, 1997.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 80-286), on behalf of Bell Atlantic:
affidavit concerning proposed reforms of jurisdictional separations. Filed December 190,
1997.

1998

412.

413.

414.

415.

416.

Federal Communications Commission (ex parte CC Docket No. 96-262 et. al.), “The Need
for Carrier Access Pricing Flexibility in Light of Recent Marketplace Developments: A
Primer,” research paper prepared on behalf of United States Telephone Association. Filed
on January 21, 1998 (with Richard Schmalensee).

Federal Communications Commission, In the Matter of Applications of WorldCom, Inc.
and MCI Communications Corporation for Transfer of Control of MCI Communications
Corporation to WorldCom, Inc. (CC Docket No. 97-211), affidavit on behalf of GTE
Corporation analyzing the likely economic effects of the proposed acquisition of MCI by
WorldCom, (with R. Schmalensee), March 13, 1998, reply affidavit filed May 26, 1998.

Federal Communications Commission, /n the Matter of Customer Impact of New Access
Charges (CC Docket Nos. 96-262 and 96-45), affidavit on behalf of the United States
Telephone Association analyzing long distance price reductions stemming from recent
access charge reductions. Filed March 18, 1998.

Federal Communications Commission, In the Matter of MCI Telecommunications Corp.
Petition for Prescription of Tariffs Implementing Access Charge Reform (CCB/CPD 98-
12), affidavit on behalf of Bell Atlantic analyzing economic issues in MCI’s petition for
changes in the level and structure of interstate access charges. Filed March 18, 1998.

Federal Communications Commission, Merger of SBC Communications Inc. and
Ameritech Corporation, comments on behalf of SBC and Ameritech analyzing the likely
effects of the proposed merger on competition. (with R. Schmalensee ) Filed July 21, 1998,
reply affidavit filed November 11, 1998.

bk
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‘Federal Communications Commission, /n the Matter of United States Telephone

Association Petition for Rulemaking—1998 Biennial Regulatory Review, “Economic
Standards for the Biennial Review of Interstate Telecommunications Regulation,”
cconomic rationale for regulatory simplification, Attachment to the Petition for Rulemaking
of the United States Telephone Association, filed September 30, 1998 (with Robert W.
Hahn).

Federal Communications Commission, (CC Docket No. 96-262), “Assessment of AT&T’s
Study of Access Charge Pass-Through,” study of long distance pricing, filed ex parte on
behalf of the United States Telephone Association, October 22, 1998 (with P.S. Brandon)

Federal Communications Commission, (CC Docket No. 96-262), “AT&T, MCI, and Sprint
Failed to Pass Through the 1998 Interstate Access Charge Reductions to Consumers,” study
of long distance pricing, filed ex parte on behalf of the United States Telephone
Association, October 16, 1998 (with P.S. Brandon)

Federal Communications Commission, (CC Docket No. 98-137), Affidavit on behalf of the
United States Telephone Association, Review of Depreciation Requirements for Incumbent
Local Exchange Carriers, November 23, 1998. (with A. Banerjee).

Federal Communications Commission, {CC Docket Nos. 96-262, 94-1, 97-250 and RM
9210), “Access Reform Again: Market-Based Regulation, Pricing Flexibility and the
Universal Service Fund,” Attachment A to the Comments of the United States Telephone
Association, filed October 26, 1998; ‘“Productivity and Pricing Flexibility: Reply
Comments,” Attachment A to the Reply Comments of the United States Telephone
Association, filed November 9, 1998.

1999

422.

423.

424.

425.

‘Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 99-24), affidavit on behalf of Bell

Atlantic: economic requirements for regulatory forbearance for special access services.
Filed January 20, 1999 (with Karl McDermott). Reply affidavit responding to claims that
Bell Atlantic retains market power in the provision of special access filed April 8, 1999,

Federal Communications Commission, In the Matter of Application by Bell Atlantic New
York for Authorization Under Section 271 of the Communications Act to Provide In-
Region, Interl ATA Service in the State of New York (CC Docket No. 99-295), Declaration
on behalf of Bell Atlantic analyzing public interest issues in connection with Bell Atlantic
long distance entry in New York. Filed September 29, 1999.

Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 96-262), on behalf of United States
Telephone Association, comments regarding rate structures for the local switching service
category of the traffic-sensitive basket and common line basket, filed October 29, 1999.
Reply comments filed November 29, 1999.

Federal Communications Commission (Docket No. 99-68), “An Economic and Policy
Analysis of Efficient Intercarrier Compensation Mechanisms for Internet-Bound Traffic,”
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on behalf of U S WEST Communications, ex parte analysis of intercarrier compensation
plans for ISP-bound traffic, November 12, 1999 (with A. Banerjee and A. Ros). Reply
Comments: “Efficient Inter-Carrier Compensation for Internet-Bound Traffic,” (with A.
Banerjee), October 23, 2000.

2000

426.

427.

428.

429.

Federal Communications Commission (Docket Nos. 94-1, 96-26), comments on behalf of
the United States Telecom Association regarding the proposed represcription of the
productivity offset in the FCC’s price cap plan, January 7, 2000. Reply comments filed
January 24, 2000, Ex parte presentation filed May 5, 2000.

Federal Communications Commission, /n the Matter of Reciprocal Compensation for
CMRS Providers (CC Docket Nos. 96-98, 95-185, WT Docket No. 97-207), “Reciprocal
Compensation for CMRS Providers,” on behalf of United States Telecom Association,
reply comments regarding interconnection with CMRS providers, June 13, 2000 (with
Charles Jackson).

Federal Communications Commission, In the Matter the Remand of the Commission’s
Reciprocal Compensation Declaratory Ruling by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C.
Circuit (CC Docket Nos. 96-98, 99-68), on behalf of Verizon, declaration regarding
intercarner compensation for Internet-bound traffic, filed July 21, 2000. Reply declaration
filed August 4, 2000.

Federal Communications Commission, /n the Matter of Application by Verizon New
England Inc., et. al. for Authorization to Provide In-Region, InterL ATA Services in
Massachusetts, on behalf of Verizon New England, Appendix A, declaration regarding
competition in Massachusetts and the public interest benefits of interLATA entry,
September 19, 2000, Reply Declaration filed November 3, 2000. Supplemental Reply
Declaration filed February 28, 2001.

2001

430.

431.

432.

Federal Communications Commission, In the Matter of Application by Verizon New
England Inc., et. al. for Authorization to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in
Connecticut, on behalf of Verizon New England, Appendix A, declaration regarding
competition in Connecticut and the public interest benefits of interL ATA entry, May 24,
2001.

Federal Communications Commission, in the Matter of Application by Verizon

Pennsylvania Inc., et. al. for Authorization to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in

Pennsyivania, on behalf of Verizon Pennsylvania, Appendix A, declaration regarding
competition in Pennsylvania and the public interest benefits of interLATA entry, June 21,
2001.

Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 01-92), on behalf of BellSouth
Corporation: Reply Declaration (with Anirsddha Banerjee) on a unified regime of inter-
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carrier compensation (calling party’s network pays or bill and keep?). Filed November 5,
2001.

433, Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 01-277), on behalf of BellSouth
Corporation: Reply Affidavit on BellSouth’s application for interLATA authority in
Georgia and Louisiana. Filed November 13, 2001.

2002

434. Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket Nos. 99-273, 92-105, 92-237), on behalf
of BeliSouth Corporation, Qwest Communications International, Inc., SBC
Communications, Inc., and Verizon Telephone Companies: Affidavit: “Competition and
Regulation for Directory Assistance Services” (with Harold Ware) regarding incremental
costs and benefits from 411 presubscription. Filed April 1, 2002.

435. Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket Nos. 01-338, 96-98, 98-47), on behalf
of BellSouth Corporation: Reply Declaration (with Aniruddha Banerjee, Charles Zarkadas
and A gustin Ros) regarding unbundling obligations of local exchange carriers. Filed July
17, 2002.

436. Federal Communicattons Commission (RM No. 10593) on behalf of BeliSouth
Corporation, Qwest Corporation, SBC Communications, Inc., and Verizon, regarding
pricing flexibility for interstate special access services (with A.E. Kahn), filed December 2,
2002.

2003

437. Federal Communications Commission (WC Docket No. 03-173) on behalf of BellSouth
Corporation, , comments regarding economic costs of unbundled network elements, filed
December 16, 2003 (with A. Banerjee and H. Ware).

2004

438. Federal Communications Commission (WC Docket No. 03-173) on behalf of BellSouth
Corporation, , reply comments regarding economic costs of unbundled network elements,
filed January 30, 2004 (with A. Banerjee and H. Ware).

439. Federal Communications Commission (WCB Docket No. 02-112, CC Docket No. 00-175)
on behalf of BellSouth Corporation, SBC and Verizon. Ex Parte Statement regarding
imputation standards for in-region long distance service. Filed August 10, 2004. Ex parte
October 6, 2004. (with T. Tardiff and H. Ware).

440, Federal Communications Commission (WCB Docket No. 04-313, CC Docket No. 01-338)
on behalf of Verizon. Declaration regarding pricing history for special access services.
Filed October 4, 2004. Reply Declaration filed October 19, 2004. Ex Parte Declaration,
filed November 15, 2004.

Mot
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441. Federal Communications Commission (WCB Docket No. 04-313, CC Docket No. 01-338)
on behalf of Verizon. Declaration regarding incremental hot cuts and workforce
requirements. Filed October 4, 2004,

2005

442. Federal Communications Commission (WC Docket No. 03-266) on behalf of the United
States Telecom Association. “Analysis of the QSI Study.” Declaration regarding revenue
effects from proposed changes in VoIP interconnection prices. Filed March 4, 2005.

443. Federal Communications Commission (WC Docket No. 05-25, RM No. 10593) on behalf
of Verizon. Declaration analyzing special access pricing flexibility. Filed June 9, 2005.
Reply declaration filed July 29, 2005.

Mexico

444. Mexican Secretartat of Communications and Transport on behalf of Southwestern Bell
International Holdings Corporation, affidavit on interconnection regulation (with T.J.
Tardiff). Filed October 18, 1995,

445. Comision Federal de Telecomunicaciones de México (“Cofetel”), “Economic Parameter
Values in the Telmex Price Cap Plan,” arbitrator’s report on behalf of COFETEL and
Telmex regarding the renewal of the price cap plan for Telmex, February 15, 1999.

446. Comision Federal de Telecomunicaciones de México, on behalf of the Commission,
“Telmex’s 2003-2006 Price Cap Tariff Proposal,” expert report regarding the renewal of
the price cap plan for Telmex, (with A. Ros, G. Martinez and A. Banerjee), filed December
13, 2002.

New Zealand

447. Commerce Commission of New Zealand on behalf of New Zealand Telecom, “Review of
CostQuest Associates’ Benchmarking Survey” En banc hearings May 13-17, 2002.

448. Commerce Commission of New Zealand on behalf of New Zealand Telecom, “The
Wholesale Discount” En banc hearings February 10, 2003

United States Department of Justice

449. Affidavit to the U.S. Department of Justice on behalf of NYNEX in United States of
America v. Western Electric Company, Inc. and American Telephone and Telegraph
Company, regarding provision of telecommunications services across LATA boundaries for
traffic originating or terminating in New York State. Filed August 25, 1994.

450. Affidavit to the U.S. Department of Justice on behalf of SBC Communications Inc. in
United States of America v. Western Electric Company, Inc. and American Telephone and
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T elegraph Company, regarding Telefonos de Mexico’s (Telmex’s) provision of
interexchange telecommunications services within the United States. Filed May 22, 1995.

451. Affidavit to the U.S. Department of Justice on behalf of SBC Communications Inc, in
United States of America v. Western Electric Company, Inc. and American Telephone and
Telegraph Company, regarding provision of interexchange telecommunications services to
customers with independent access to interexchange carriers. Filed May 30, 1995,

United States Senate

452. Subcommittee on Communications of the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and
Transportation, Statement and oral testimony regarding long distance competition and
Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Filed March 25, 1998.






